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Abstract: From the development of self-aggregating, scaffold-free multicellular spheroids to the
inclusion of scaffold systems, 3D models have progressively increased in complexity to better mimic
native tissues. The inclusion of a third dimension in cancer models allows researchers to zoom
out from a significant but limited cancer cell research approach to a wider investigation of the
tumor microenvironment. This model can include multiple cell types and many elements from
the extracellular matrix (ECM), which provides mechanical support for the tissue, mediates cell-
microenvironment interactions, and plays a key role in cancer cell invasion. Both biochemical
and biophysical signals from the extracellular space strongly influence cell fate, the epigenetic
landscape, and gene expression. Specifically, a detailed mechanistic understanding of tumor cell-
ECM interactions, especially during cancer invasion, is lacking. In this review, we focus on the latest
achievements in the study of ECM biomechanics and mechanosensing in cancer on 3D scaffold-based
and scaffold-free models, focusing on each platform’s level of complexity, up-to-date mechanical
tests performed, limitations, and potential for further improvements.
Keywords: 3D model; cancer; microenvironment; biomaterials; mechanics; mechanosensing
1. Introduction
1.1. Mechanosensing: A Biophysical Signal Travels from the Outside to the Inside of the Cells
Today, tumors are depicted as organs, with a higher complexity compared to normal
healthy tissue [1]. The complexity of a neoplastic disease relies on individual specialized
cells within the tumor tissue that sustain the ability of cancer cells to build a flourishing
niche in order to grow and spread, called the tumor microenvironment (TME) [2]. Tumor
cells and mesenchymal cells, forming the tumor-associated stroma, collaborate in a multi-
step process to create the overall tumor tissue (composed of cells and extracellular matrix
[ECM]), which is very different from its healthy counterpart in biological, mechanical,
chemical, and topographic characteristics [3,4]. During tumor development, cancer cells
and stromal cells remodel the surrounding microenvironment and consequently affect and
are affected by both biochemical and biophysical signals derived from it [5,6]. For example,
the biophysical signal derived from changes in ECM stiffness is a solid tumor-specific trig-
ger that enhances epithelial cells to transition into a malignant phenotype [7]. Alterations
in tumor mechanics can derive from imbalances between matrix deposition and degra-
dation [8–10]; increases in matrix crosslinking [11,12]; defective lymphatic drainage and
leaking from blood vessels (increase in oncotic and fluid pressure) [13,14]; and deregulated
growth and high cell densities that generate solid pressure and cell “jamming”, which
prevents cell movements [15,16]. These mechanical signals are transduced into biochem-
ical signals from the cytoskeleton to the nucleus, actively affecting tumor cell behavior
(Figure 1). Biophysical signals are mostly conveyed by membrane-spanning dimers called
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integrin receptors, which bind to the surrounding ECM and physically bridge them to
the cell cytoskeleton, translating mechanical signals into biochemical ones [17–19]. In this
way, focal adhesions and integrin receptors serve as biochemical signaling hubs to initiate
mechanoresponsive signaling pathways by concentrating and directing signaling proteins
involved in cell polarity, response to tensile strength, migration, and invasion [20,21].
Mechanical signals transduced from the external microenvironment to the intracellular
cytoskeleton can be further transmitted into the nucleus, where they can affect nuclear
architecture and chromosome and chromatin organization, resulting in both genetic and
epigenetic landscape changes [22]. Analogous to focal adhesions, linkers of nucleoskeleton
and cytoskeleton protein (LINC) complexes on the nuclear membrane physically connect
the cytoskeleton to the nucleoskeleton [23,24]. This complex comprises two families: the
KASH domain proteins (nesprins) bind to various cytoskeletal constituents, whereas the
SUN domain proteins associate with the nuclear lamina (laminins) and nuclear pore com-
plexes (NPCs) [25]. Laminins connect directly and indirectly through emerin and lamin B
receptor (LBR) binding to different regulatory proteins that are involved in chromatin mod-
ification, transcriptional regulation, and mRNA processing, and to BAF protein (or BANF1),
which binds directly to double-stranded DNA [26]. These anchor complexes that connect
the ECM to the nucleus through the cytoskeleton can alter the DNA regulatory complex
activity with consequent changes in chromatin organization [27], gene transcription [28],
RNA splicing, or chromatin modification [26,29].
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1.2. echanomodeling: Inclusion of Biophysical Signals in 3D Cancer Systems
issection of the effect of biophysical signals on cancer cells during tumor devel-
opment has become the focus of many in vitro studies. The simplicity, low cost, and
reproducibility of 2D models made them the mainstay of biological research, but in vivo
tissue complexity can only be approached using 3D systems. In fact, in tridim nsional
systems, the mechanical properties can be tuned so that models mimic a wide range of tis-
sue stiffness [30–32]. Moreover, cell adhesion, spreading, and migration is not constrained
to a single layer [33–35]; sequestration/gradients of soluble biomolecules can be modu-
lated to finely control cell fate and differentiation [36,37]; and ECM can be customized to
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reproduce the in vivo cell experience through different sets of chemical and mechanical
signals [38–40]. Many processes are intrinsically tied to cell–cell and cell–matrix interac-
tions, whether through synthesis, degradation, directed migration, or mechanical cues, and
cannot be fully reproduced in conventional 2D cell culture [41–44], e.g., cancer metastasis
or cancer–stroma interaction [45–48].
The inclusion of mechanical constraints in designing an in vitro model requires the use
of 3D culture platforms (scaffold-free or scaffold-based approaches) to fully mimic native
tumor tissue biology as well as mechanical and biochemical properties [49]. The use of
scaffold-based approaches to growing cells in a 3D environment is very common in tissue
engineering [50]. The challenges of reproducing microenvironment features in a 3D model
fueled the scientific community to develop a wide variety of platforms to address different
levels of complexity, e.g., cells can be seeded on pre-formed porous scaffolds/fibrous
materials (obtained by two-phase emulsion, freeze-drying, or electro-spinning techniques)
or encapsulated in biomaterials made of water-soluble polymers called hydrogels [51–53].
Another promising trend is the use of native ECM obtained by tissue decellularization,
employed as a scaffold for cell seeding or as an additive component of 3D gels in order
to mimic in vitro the ECM architecture and chemical/biological properties [54–56]. Fur-
thermore, tissue physiology can be reproduced with the use of adult or pluripotent stem
cell-derived organoids, which are self-organized 3D tissue cultures crafted from stem cells
to replicate part or much of the complexity of an organ; alternatively, cells can be grown in
a multi-channel 3D microfluidic cell culture chip that simulates mechanics, activities, and
physiological response of specific organs or systems. All these platforms have different
levels of complexity and can reproduce certain mechanical features from the native tissue
that will be discussed in the following sections (Figure 2).
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1.3. Mechanotesting: Technologies to Approach Biophysical Studies in 3D Cancer Modeling
The studies of mechanics in 3D systems for cancer research have enabled researchers to
develop better technologies and adapt protocols from material science to cancer biology. So
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far, at a cellular level, mechanics can be measured with different methods probing stiffness
at the nano-scale and micro-scale, including micropipette aspiration [57–59] and optical
stretcher [60] for measuring mechanics of whole cells in suspensions, and atomic force
microscopy (AFM) for the investigation of single adherent cells [61–64]. For example, many
studies used AFM on different types of epithelial cancer cells, showing that cancer cells are
generally softer and display lower intrinsic variability in cell stiffness than non-malignant
cells [65,66]. Furthermore, AFM was successfully applied to measure the mechanics of
tumor spheroids to promote understanding of tumor growth in confined environments,
showing that tumor spheroids grown in stiff hydrogels were significantly stiffer than those
grown in compliant hydrogels [67]. In addition, AFM can reveal the mechanical dynamics
of the basement membrane during the invasion process of tumor cells. Morphological
imaging by AFM showed that the basement membrane cultured with cancer and stromal
cells had higher roughness and more holes during the tumor breaching process but became
softer upon cancer cell and fibroblast growth, clearly suggesting basement membrane
mechanics are dynamic during cancer invasion and metastasis [68].
Elastic and viscoelastic properties of tissues, cells, and ECM are typically measured
using rheology, the study of flow and deformation of matter, to characterize both the
elastic (G′, storage modulus) and viscous (G′ ′, loss modulus) behavior. Rheology mea-
surements provide an interesting tool to study the interaction between forces and the
flow/deformation of materials that exhibit a combination of elastic, viscous, and plastic
behavior, like normal and tumor tissues [69,70]. Tissues are composed of colloidal particles,
filamentous polymers, and other supra-molecular arrangements, leading to complicated
deformations in response to mechanical stress. Rheological measurement probes the me-
chanical responses of viscoelastic media but also establishes predictions for mechanical
behavior based on the micro- or nanostructure of the material [71]. Finally, bulk compres-
sion or tension analysis is used to measure the elastic modulus (E; Young’s modulus), which
relates to the architecture of the bulk tissue or the 3D model under investigation [72–74].
The overall mechanical properties of a tissue are meaningful in assessing its physical
characteristics during processes such as cancer development [75]. Although the TME is
of critical importance during the initiation and spread of cancer, relatively little is known
about its biophysical evolution and how it impacts nuclear processes inside the cells, such as
epigenetic regulation, which have direct consequences on gene expression. Unfortunately,
there are few reports addressing the link between tissue mechanics and epigenetics in
3D systems, but we hope that this link will be filled by the growing interest in the field
and technological advances. In this review, we explore the latest achievements in the
field of 3D culturing systems used for the dissection of solid tumor TME mechanical
changes and the reported effects on cancer and stromal cell gene expression, behavior, and
epigenetic machinery.
2. Scaffold-Free 3D Models
2.1. Tumour Spheroids
Spheroids are 3D aggregates of a single cell type or heterogeneous cell populations [76].
Cell–cell interactions orchestrate aggregate formation without the support of a scaffolding
material while producing their own ECM. Four major techniques are used to induce
tumor spheroid formation in vitro: agitation-based techniques, liquid overlay techniques,
hanging-drop techniques, and microfluidic reactors [77,78]. These cultures allow for the
recapitulation of important features of TME heterogeneity, such as oxygen gradients and
immune infiltration, and they are relatively quick and easy to establish, representing a
useful tool for high throughput systems [79]. However, they can be limited in size by
the lack of nutrition diffusion to cells inside the cultures, depending on the size and the
self-assembling process of cells [80,81]. Overall, the transport of nutrients to the cells
within a tissue in the body is facilitated by either convection of blood in the vascular
system and convection within the interstitial fluid. In avascular tissues, including many
of the 3D in vitro models developed, nutrient delivery relies on passive diffusion [82].
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Passive diffusion of either gas or nutrients in engineered constructs is an important design
parameter [83] that can impact cell viability, differentiation, or function, i.e., lack of oxygen
(hypoxia) [84,85]. However, oxygen gradients and hypoxia areas can be successfully used
to investigate tumor cell adaptations under hypoxia, mimicking avascular tumor spaces,
since both play key roles in tumor progression and resistance to treatment [86,87]. For
example, spheroids exceeding 400 µm in diameter develop a hypoxic core and activate
known survival signaling pathways to maintain cell viability [88].
Spheroids can be obtained from immortal cell lines, for example, adenocarcinoma
tumor cell lines (e.g., SKOV-3) and ovarian cancer metastatic cell lines (e.g., OVCAR-3) [89].
OVCAR-3 cells were recently used to create spheroids by forced floating in ultra-low attach-
ment plates and hanging drop methods to perform drug response analysis with paclitaxel,
a common drug used to treat ovarian cancer. Spheroids maintained the cell density and
higher apoptosis behavior of ovarian cancer, as well as higher resistance against paclitaxel
treatment when compared with 2D culture, closely mimicking the in vivo response [90].
Successful spheroids can also be generated from patient-derived tissue samples, such as
3D spheroid suspension cultures from radical prostatectomy specimens to model organ-
confined prostate cancer. Cancerous tissue samples from radical prostatectomy specimens
were excised by a uropathologist, and preparation of 3D spheroids was performed by
mechanical disintegration and limited enzymatic digestion followed by serial filtrations.
Spheroids formed successfully and remained viable for up to several months, serving as an
innovative in vitro model of organ-confined prostate cancer [91]. The elective techniques
used to detect the stiffness of single cells, including AFM or optical tweezers, can measure
forces ranging from sub pN to a few hundred nN, which are not suitable for the measure-
ment of larger 3D cellular structures such as spheroids, whose mechanical characteristics
have not been fully studied. One strategy is to use microtweezers that measure forces from
sub-hundred nN to mN. This wide force range was achieved by the use of a chopstick-like
motion of two cantilevers, which facilitated easy handling of samples and microscopic
observation for mechanical characterization of normal and cancerous spheroids [92].
Another interesting strategy to detect mechanical cues occurring during 3D cellular
aggregate formation is the use of fabricated polyacrylamide microbeads as built-in pressure
sensors to locally measure changes in mechanical stress in order to understand how a
compressive stress (which occurs physiologically during tumor growth) is distributed
within the 3D cellular aggregates. Dolega et al. reported that cells at the spheroid surface
continuously proliferate and actively rearrange under compressive stress [67,93]. Hy-
pothetically, the high availability of oxygen and nutrients at the surface leads the outer
layer to proliferate, generating tension and contraction. Compressive stresses dissipate
toward the less dense core of multi-cellular spheroids, where contractility is reduced as
nutrients and oxygen are depleted. Others used similar microscopy-compatible probes
that report quantitative, directional, and real-time measurements of stress at cellular- and
supra-cellular length scales within engineered tissues to achieve localized measurements at
the length scale of individual cells (10 s of µm) with a large dynamic range from 10–1000 s
of Pa. Those studies found that cells located at the spheroid’s periphery exhibit greater con-
tractility, as evidenced by increased expression of phosphorylated myosin, and that these
differences in mechanical forces are associated with the activation of mechanosensitive
signaling pathways involving YAP/TAZ transcription factors, which hypothetically could
give rise to distinct differentiation profiles and spatially regulated biological activity [94].
Embedding multicellular spheroids within gels of defined mechanical properties (e.g.,
agarose gels) was one of the first experimental approaches to mimic tumor growth in a
constraining environment, reproducing the compressive stress accumulation at the tumor-
stroma interface [95]. In particular, the researchers reported that inhomogeneities in the
mechanical properties of the confining tissue can guide morphological changes in tumor
growth independent of cell migration by inducing apoptosis in regions of high compressive
stress and allowing proliferation in regions of low stress [96]. These models can provide
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useful insight into how compression directly influences tumor development and disclose
the role of mechanical stresses in the process.
For some tumors, such as epithelial ovarian cancer, the role of ECM stiffness and
cellular mechanotransduction is still very understudied. Interestingly, it was reported
that disaggregation of multicellular epithelial ovarian cancer spheroids, a behavior as-
sociated with dissemination and metastasis, is enhanced by matrix stiffness through a
mechanotransduction pathway involving ROCK, actomyosin contractility, and FAK. This
pattern of mechanosensitivity is maintained in highly metastatic SKOV3ip.1 cells [97]. As a
result of microenvironment changes, epigenetic alterations can occur and play a key role
in promoting transformation and tumor growth, although the underlying mechanisms
are still being worked out. Analysis of spheroid versus monolayer ovarian cancer cells
showed an increase of two epigenetic processes, DNA methylation and histone acetylation,
specifically during 3D growth. These findings support the hypothesis that ovarian cells in
three-dimensional (3D) culture are physiologically different from their monolayer counter-
parts. DNA methylation changes are seen in several cancer types and have been linked
to changes in gene expression in highly metastatic tumors, while histone acetylation has
important roles in diverse processes, including gene regulation, DNA damage repair, and
DNA replication, although it has been associated with both better and worse prognoses
depending on the specific cancer type [98].
To date, many kinds of spheroids have been developed, including neurospheres,
mammospheres, hepatospheres, and embryoid bodies [99–101]. Spheroids can be eas-
ily analyzed by imaging using light fluorescence, and confocal microscopy and many
other techniques are being optimized to gain knowledge on the mechanical features of
those systems. The next step forward will be to link mechanical features of the ECM
to mechanosensing pathways in the cells and potentially exploring the epigenetic land-
scape affected by those changes. Furthermore, while the generation of 3D cultures can be
more labor-intensive than 2D culture, the routine incorporation of these multi-cellular 3D
spheroids into in vitro drug efficacy and toxicity testing could effectively bridge the gap
between in vitro 2D assessment and animal models of disease, fast-tracking drug screening
and, hopefully, yielding more effective and less toxic drugs as future therapies [69].
2.2. Scaffold-Based 3D Models
2.2.1. Hydrogels
The most represented materials in the regenerative medicine literature and pharmaco-
logical applications are polymeric hydrogels because of their multi-tunable properties and
structural similarity to native ECM [102]. A hydrogel is a 3D network structure composed
of cross-linked polymer chains, which has the ability to absorb a large volume of solution.
Native ECM is a prototypical hydrogel that promotes cell viability and direct cell adhesion,
differentiation, proliferation, and migration through the controlled presentation of me-
chanical and biochemical cues. Mechanical strength, nutrient transport, topography, and
degradation behavior can be tuned by using polymers with different compositions, adjust-
ing their crosslinking density, and inclusion of bioactive molecules (such as cell-adhesion
ligands or proteolytic degradation sites) [103–106].
General advantages of hydrogel systems include the ability to present adhesive ligands
to cells either in native or modified gel, stability of the cultured cells, and the option to
modify biophysical properties (e.g., elastic modulus) [107].
Hydrogels for cell culture can be naturally derived, including protein-based (collagen,
gelatin, silk fibroin, and elastin fibrin), polysaccharide-based (glycosaminoglycan, alginate,
and chitosan), a combination of materials such as in Matrigel, or decellularized tissue-
derived [108]. On the other hand, synthetic hydrogel materials comprise polyacrylamide,
polyethylene glycol (PEG), polyvinyl alcohol, and poly-2-hydroxyethyl methacrylate and
were first developed in the 1960s [109]. Naturally derived gels are biocompatible and
bioactive but are hindered by inherent batch-to-batch variability and difficulties in tuning
mechanics and biochemical properties, while synthetic hydrogels are highly reproducible
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and easy to manufacture, process, or tune for different mechanical studies [110,111]. They
can be degraded by cells and allow for ECM deposition, but as inert materials, they
lack some of the native ECM complexity and biological signals, which therefore must be
implemented in those models [112].
Assessment of the mechanical properties of a hydrogel system is usually performed
at the macro scale (using tensional or shear rheometry) or using high-resolution tools,
such as AFM, which are suited for sub-cellular nanoscale measurements and are limited
to measuring near-surface stiffness in 2D or cut tissue sections [113]. Other non-contact
techniques such as ultrasound elastography or magnetic cytometry can give information
at the macro scale but cannot capture local mechanical variations around cells or mimic a
cell’s ability to interrogate its surroundings [114]. These technologies can support impactful
research but also limit our technical ability to monitor and characterize tissue mechanics at
the cellular length scale during tissue morphogenesis and disease.
A wide range of studies have developed hydrogels consisting of interpenetrating
networks (IPNs) of reconstituted basal membrane (rBM) to offer a platform with ligands
and nanoporosity similar to native BM, stiffness resembling that of the tumor tissue, and
limited susceptibility to cell-mediated degradation. For example, IPNs of rBM matrix
and alginate can be used to modulate ECM stiffness and explore the effect of stiffness vs.
BM ligand display in normal and malignant mammary epithelial cells. The mechanical
properties of the IPNs and pure rBM matrix were characterized with an AR-G2 stress-
controlled rheometer (TA Instruments). This composite alginate–Matrigel hydrogel used
a controlled degree of ionic cross-linking of alginate with Ca2+ ions, allowing the matrix
stiffness to be altered independently of ligand density and architecture for 3D cell culture. It
revealed that, in normal mammary epithelial cells, increasing ECM stiffness alone induces
malignant phenotypes, while increasing BM ligands completely abrogated this effect [7].
Another study reported a strategy to control the stiffness of a cell-encapsulating fibril
collagen hydrogel while minimizing changes in gel permeability and the number of cell
adhesion sites [115]. To demonstrate this strategy, cell-instructive hydrogels with control-
lable stiffness and limited changes in permeability were developed using interconnected
collagen fibers with varied amounts of PEG di-(succinic acid N-hydroxysuccinimidyl ester).
The compressive elastic moduli (E0) of the synthesized gels were measured by compressing
the hydrogels with a mechanical testing system (MTS Insight). Growing hepatocellular
carcinoma cells encapsulated in a fat-like soft PEG–cross-linked collagen hydrogel formed
malignant spheroids, whereas cells cultured in a liver-like, stiffer gel formed spheroids
with suppressed malignancy [115].
Another study from Wisdom et al. used IPNs of Matrigel and alginate to correlate
hydrogel stiffness, recorded using an AR2000EX stress-controlled rheometer (TA Instru-
ments), to human mammary tumor mechanics, recorded using an unconfined compression
test with the Instron 5848 material testing system (1 N load cell; Futek). Exploiting this
model, they reported a protease-independent migration in human breast adenocarcinoma,
in which cells can migrate through confining matrix with sufficient mechanical plasticity,
first utilizing invadopodia protrusions to mechanically and plastically open up channels
and then generating protrusive forces at the leading edge to migrate through them [116].
Cell migration through ECM requires nuclear deformation, which is affected by
nuclear stiffness. This feature is impacted by chromatin structure, specifically methyl-
transferase complexes, which comprise a catalytic subunit (SET/MLL) and several core
scaffolding subunits, including WD repeat-containing protein 5 (WDR5), that can alter
chromatin organization and thereby affect the physical properties of the nucleus. Wang
et al. utilized AFM, reporting that the nuclei in 3D collagen type I-based matrix environ-
ments were softer and thereby more deformable compared with cells in suspension or
cultured in 2D conditions. Furthermore, they determined that actomyosin contractility
controls the interaction of WDR5 with other components of the methyltransferase complex
through the phosphorylation of myosin by myosin light chain kinase (MLCK), which in
turn up-regulates H3K4 methylation activation in 3D conditions. Through the methylation
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of histone H3 on residue K4 (H3K4me3), a hallmark for cancer progression and migration,
WDR5 was reported to play a critical role in cell migration in vitro and in vivo [117].
Other hydrogel platforms were utilized to explore cancer cells’ responses to chemother-
apeutic drugs, such as the use of a collagen–alginate hydrogel with a 20-fold variation in
stiffness for the evaluation of estrogen receptor-positive breast cancer spheroid response to
doxorubicin [118]. As in many other cases, the mechanical tuning was achieved by altering
the degree of cross-linking of alginate molecules. As reported, soft hydrogels promote the
growth of larger MCF-7 tumor spheroids with a lower fraction of proliferating cells and
enhance spheroid resistance to doxorubicin [118]. Mechanical characteristics were assessed
using a rheometer with a cone and plate geometry, performing a strain/frequency sweep
and a time sweep to test the hydrogel’s viscoelastic response and finally obtaining the
Young’s modulus of the hydrogel as E = 2G (1 + υ), where υ is the Poisson ratio and G is
the shear modulus calculated as G = GI 2 + GII 2 (hydrogel storage and loss moduli).
Three-dimensional hydrogel scaffolds can also be designed as platforms for grow-
ing complex tissue structures. Mammary-like tissues from primary patient-derived cells
were grown on engineered hydrogel scaffolds that incorporated both the protein (colla-
gen, laminins, and fibronectin) and carbohydrate (hyaluronan) components of human
breast tissue. Cells rapidly self-organized in the absence of stromal cells and expanded
within 2 weeks to form mature tissues containing luminal, basal, and stem cells in the
correct topological orientation and exhibited the complex ductal and lobular morpholo-
gies observed in the human breast [119]. A standard, widely used, 3D hydrogel system
is Matrigel matrix. This platform is a BM extract (BME) consisting of collagen type IV,
laminin, perlecan, etc. [120]. It represents an elective system to grow spheroid structures
for many tumors, mimicking tissue morphology and unveiling new targets for therapy.
For example, breast cancer cell lines grown on Matrigel showed that methylation of the
TIMP3 promoter and changes in expression of TIMP3 and DNMT3B were all affected by
miR-29c regulation. miR-29c was found to exert a suppressive role in the development of
breast cancers, inhibiting cell migration and invasion. DNMT3B is mainly involved in de
novo DNA methylation and its expression is inhibited by miR-29c targeting on the 3′UTR.
Upregulation of DNMT3B is critical for promoter methylation and decreased expression
of TIMP3, an inhibitor of extracellular matrix metalloproteinase that can suppress angio-
genesis, tumor growth, invasion, and migration. In another study, a human normal colon
epithelial cell line was grown in BME to form spheroids, which were then treated with
conditioned media from a human colon myofibroblast line (CCD-18Co) to induce epithelial
to mesenchymal transition in colon epithelial cells (HCoEpiCs). CCD-18Co-conditioned
media triggered multiple morphological and epigenetic changes in HCoEpiCs, increased
cell diameter, down-regulation of E-cadherin and up-regulation of vimentin and α-SMA,
and up-regulation of HDAC1 and HDAC2. Epigenetic treatment with the HDAC inhibitor
trichostatin A (TSA) reversed the CCD-18Co-induced morphological changes and migra-
tion of the HCoEpiCs and suppressed the downregulation of E-cadherin and upregulation
of vimentin, α-SMA, ZEB1, and Snail, providing a useful therapeutic tool for the reversion
of cancer-associated fibroblast (CAF)-induced epithelial to mesenchymal transition in colon
epithelium [121].
Hydrogels can also be engineered to release therapeutics, modulating their reten-
tion time in the tissue. For example, Ruan et al. used an ROS-responsive hydrogel
(Zeb-aPD1-NPs-Gel) cross-linked by mixing polyvinyl alcohol and N1-(4-boronobenzyl)-
N3-(4-boronophenyl)-N1,N1,N3,N3-tetramethylpropane-1,3-diaminium (TSPBA) linker
to utilize the acidic TME and ROS within tumors for the controlled release of zebularine,
a demethylation agent, and aPD1 antibody. This combination therapy increased the im-
munogenicity of cancer cells, inhibiting the tumor growth and prolonging the survival
time of B16F10-melanoma-bearing mice [122].
Crucial advances were obtained using thermoresponsive, smart material microgels,
termed micro-scale temperature-actuated mechanosensors (µTAMs), which can be dis-
persed or injected into tissues and optically assayed to measure residual tissue elasticity
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after creep over several weeks. Using thermoresponsive hydrogels as smart 3D platforms,
researchers reported focal sites of increased intratumoral rigidity in invasive breast cancer
spheroids, and in an in vivo mouse model of breast cancer progression [123].
As discussed, the matrix stiffness not only affects migration properties, cellular re-
sponse to therapeutics, and cell fate [124] but also the phenotype of cancer cells. Decoupling
matrix stiffness cues from other characteristics in cancer studies can be achieved utilizing
engineered hydrogels, but we need to overcome technical issues in conventional mechanical
characterization techniques, particularly at the length scale of individual cells.
2.2.2. Pre-Made Porous Scaffolds
One of the very first approaches employed in tissue engineering was seeding therapeu-
tic cells in pre-made porous scaffolds of biodegradable materials, and over time, researchers
developed many different types of biomaterials for multiple applications and different
techniques, such as two-phase emulsions and foams, freeze-drying or electro-spinning,
and two-photon lithography [125].
In general, there are two different sources for porous scaffold biomaterials, namely
natural and synthetic. Natural biomaterials can derive from ECM allografts and xenografts,
which can create potential immunogenicity, or they can be made of organic polymers,
such as proteins, polysaccharides, lipids, and polynucleotides. Their high biocompatibility
promotes cell adhesion and attachment for excellent cell proliferation and survival. Inter-
estingly, new sources of natural collagen-like materials found in marine sources, including
jellyfish R. pulmo collagen, are effective for the fabrication of 3D devices, such as sponges,
to mimic tissue architecture complexity for cancer studies [126]. On the other hand, nat-
urally derived scaffolds’ mechanical properties are poor, so they require the addition of
synthetic materials and crosslinking for physical stabilization [127].
To this aim, synthetic biomaterials (poly(ε-caprolactone) [PCL], poly(glycolic acid)
[PGA], poly(lactic acid) [PLA], and their derivatives) have been developed to overcome
some natural scaffolds’ limitations, providing tunable and customizable biomechanical
properties, compositions, and geometry to tailor both soft and hard materials [128]. Addi-
tional coatings are usually required on these materials to improve their biocompatibility.
The scaffold-based cultures provide a physiological context to cancer cells, addressing
critical biological and mechanical cues needed to maintain morphological and genotypic
tumorigenicity. For example, a 3D microscaffold was realized by two-photon lithography
to explore the role of β-catenin in both mechanotransduction and tumorigenesis. This
model showed that 3D microenvironments are sufficient per se to activate β-catenin-
dependent mechanosensing circuits that can boost breast cancer cell proliferation and
invasiveness. In particular, they observed that the polymeric 3D cage-like structures initiate
nuclear relocation of β-catenin and vimentin expression in epithelial/non-invasive MCF-7
cells [129].
In another study, researchers showed that culturing breast cancer cells in 3D scaffolds
that mimic the in vivo tumor-like microenvironment enhances their metastatic potential.
They used porous PCL scaffolds of approximately modulus 7 kPa, comparable to that
of breast tumor tissue, on which MDA-MB-231 cells proliferated and formed tumoroids.
Gene expression analysis revealed that cells growing in the scaffolds expressed increased
levels of genes implicated in the three major events of metastasis (initiation, progression,
and site \-specific colonization), including cell-cell and cell-matrix interactions and tissue
remodeling; cancer inflammation; and the PI3K/Akt, Wnt, NF-κB, and HIF1 signaling path-
ways, compared to cells grown in conventional 2D tissue culture polystyrene dishes. The
cells cultured in scaffolds showed increased invasiveness and sphere formation efficiency
in vitro and increased lung metastasis in vivo [130].
In line with the previous study, mixtures of rat tail and bovine dermal collagen type I at
four different concentrations were used to assess the impact of 3D scaffold inhomogeneities
on cancer cell invasiveness properties. Local inhomogeneities are discontinuities in the
structure of the networks. Researchers determined the elastic modulus with AFM in com-
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bination with pore size analysis using confocal laser scanning microscopy, which revealed
distinct inhomogeneities within collagen matrices. The invasiveness of three breast cancer
cell types on these scaffolds varied with different levels of matrix scaffold inhomogeneity,
which also influenced the invasion depth that cancer cells achieved. Together, the local
matrix scaffold inhomogeneity, pore size, and stiffness of the collagen matrices can affect
cell migration [131].
On the other hand, cancer cells directly affect the matrix structure. To investigate this,
type-I collagen scaffolds were used as an in vitro 3D biomimetic model to study the effects
of MDA-MB-231 or MCF-7 breast cancer cells on matrix. MDA-MB-231, which belongs
to the aggressive basal-like subtype, increased the scaffold stiffness and overexpressed
the matrix-modifying enzyme lysyl oxidase (LOX), whereas luminal A MCF-7 cells did
not significantly alter the mechanical characteristics of extracellular collagen. Mechanical
testing was performed using a loading device built in-house to apply a state of uncon-
fined uniaxial compression to the collagen scaffolds. When LOX activity was blocked, the
ability of MDA-MB-231 to alter scaffold stiffness was impaired. This replicates the behav-
ior of in vivo orthotopic tumors generated by MDA-MB-231 in female immunodeficient
mice, which was characterized by a higher collagen content and higher LOX levels than
MCF-7 [132].
Overall matrix mechanics affect cell behavior, but the local mechanical properties of
single fibrillar components play a dominant role in regulating cancer cells. By indepen-
dently controlling fibril diameter and intrafibrillar crosslinking of 3D collagen matrices,
researchers showed how fibril bending stiffness instructs cell behavior of invasive and
non-invasive breast cancer cells. They reported that changing the fibril thickness or in-
trafibrillar crosslinking is sufficient to regulate cell behavior over a broad parameter range
in terms of morphology, clustering, and invasiveness. For example, higher collagen type-I
fibril bending stiffness promoted a more elongated cell shape and higher invasiveness in
MDA-MB-231 while decreasing clustering but increasing invasiveness in MCF-7 [133].
To conclude, matrix stiffness cues can be easily tuned in porous scaffold systems,
mainly by varying crosslinking types or percentages. The overall mechanics can be an-
alyzed by rheology or tensile/compression testing, while AFM is easily run on the cell
surface. These tests need to be further optimized not only for dry but also wet condi-
tions since the final model system includes both the scaffold’s material and cells within
liquid media.
3. Organoids
Organoid development was derived from the combination of engineering and biol-
ogy, resulting in a platform with elaborate conformations of cells interacting in a multi-
dimensional system inspired by the self-organizing features of an organ during develop-
ment in vivo [134].
Organoid formation requires embedding and culturing of stem cells or progenitor cells
(adult-tissue-resident cells or embryonic progenitors) in a 3D medium. The most-used 3D
media are Matrigel and Cultrex BME (a laminin-rich ECM secreted by the Engelbreth-Holm-
Swarm tumor line) [135]. Once the cells are encapsulated in the biomaterial, a cocktail
of nutrient factors and signals drive the cells to differentiate within the 3D environment,
closely resembling the tissue they were derived from [136]. This is considered to be one of
the more physiologically relevant 3D culture models because it forms according to intrinsic
developmental programs, resulting in remarkable tissue morphology fidelity; it can easily
incorporate multiple cell types; and it partially recapitulates organ function [137]. This
versatile technology has led to the development of many novel human cancer models,
creating the possibility to indefinitely expand organoids starting from the tumor tissue
of individuals suffering from a range of carcinomas or using CRISPR-based gene modifi-
cation to allow the introduction of any combination of cancer gene alterations to normal
organoids [138].
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Organoids are powerful tools for modeling human organogenesis, homeostasis, injury
repair, and disease etiology, but their lack of vasculature, scalability problems, and inherent
unpredictability in their self-organization processes represent some of the obstacles they
face. Modeling tissue mechanobiology in those systems is fundamental to fully recapitulate
tissue features [139].
To address this feature, nanoparticles (NPs) were adopted to engineer the mechanical
microenvironment in organoids [140]. They can be dispersed in the matrix with a controlled
distribution (local or global) and affect mechanical forces, but they exhibit heterogeneity in
magnitude and direction, similar to what occurs in vivo. NPs can also impose force at a
cellular level after internalization by target cells. Modulation by NPs of the mechanical
stresses imposed on tissues or cells through the control of the external activation field
(electric, optical, acoustic, or magnetic) is continuous and reversible. For example, a
magnetic field can allow for the directed assembly of gel-dispersed magnetic particles
into chains, stiffening the mechanical properties of the microenvironment (modulation of
storage modulus between ~0.1 and ~80 kPa reversibly), resulting in mesenchymal stem
cells’ increased proangiogenic potential and initiation of osteogenic signaling during early
stages of culture on magnetically stiffened substrates [141].
A recent study reported that matrix stiffness has an impact on organoid growth
and stem cell signaling in intestinal organoids. The authors reported employing a syn-
thetic scaffold design using a PEG backbone with a consistent and chemically defined
synthetic hydrogel to allow reversible modulation of mechanics. Higher stiffness was
initially required for YAP activation and intestinal stem cell expansion, and subsequently
reduced stiffness, thanks to hydrolytically degradable polymer incorporation, was needed
to alleviate the accumulation of compressive forces and permit in vitro organogenesis [142].
In another study, intestinal stem cell colonies were encapsulated into allyl-sulfide
hydrogels, and their survival was shown to be stiffness-dependent, indicating mechanosen-
sitivity. Because YAP and Notch signaling are key players in colony formation and crypt
maintenance, they utilized controlled photodegradation to facilitate intestinal organoid
differentiation, showing that the size and number of intestinal crypts were dependent on
the extent of matrix softening [143].
As discussed, organoids recapitulate many structural and functional aspects of their
in vivo counterparts. This technology is unique, based on the model’s self-organizing
properties, and high similarity to—and in some cases, histologically indistinguishable
from—actual human organs [144]. Furthermore, if combined with immune cells and
fibroblasts, tumor organoids can model the cancer microenvironment, enabling immune-
oncology applications. In this exciting and evolving field, organoids can be also used to
accurately predict drug responses in a personalized treatment setting [138].
4. Microfluidic Organs on Chips
In recent years, cutting-edge technologies have allowed researchers to break down the
micro-scale barrier. Microfluidic platforms seem to be one of the most promising tools in
this area [145]. Nanostructured devices can be designed with unprecedented precision and
give researchers the possibility to replicate different organs and tissue features. Among
those, organs on chips (OoCs) represent promising in vitro models to combine crucial
dynamic mechanical cues as well as chemical signals for complex 3D organ-like structure
reproduction [146].
Several different designs have been developed so far, but some specific characteristics
are present in each OoC system. Each OoC is composed of a polymeric structure, usually
flexible and transparent, specifically designed to encase hollow microfluidic channels
lined by living cells. The most common material used for developing such a system is
polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS). PDMS is biocompatible, cheap, and transparent, and has
been used in several biomedical applications. In addition, its gas permeability paired with
the possibility to mold it with a resolution of a few nanometers have expanded its use to
microfluidic applications.
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OoC platforms have aimed to combine cancer cells, stromal cells, and vasculature to
mimic TME complexity in human pathological and physiological conditions [147,148]. For
example, Liu et al. built a microfluidic device to study the interactions between salivary
gland adenoid cystic carcinoma (ACC) cells and cancer-associated fibroblasts (CAFs), a
stromal-activated cell type usually associated with tumor cells. The device contains six
co-culture units connected by a medium channel. The two cell types were seeded in two
separate compartments to allow communication only through the medium diffused in the
matrix. The authors were able to replicate the in vivo invasion pattern of ACCs regulated
by CAFs and quantify and measure the distance and area covered by cancer cells during
invasion in a spheroid-like fashion [149]. One of the limitations of this approach is the lack
of vasculature, which is crucial to mimic cancer cell migration through different barriers
in vivo. Further complexity can be achieved in those systems; for instance, mechanobiology-
on-a-chip is drawing attention in cancer research because it focuses on how mechanical
inputs modulate biological and chemical outputs in microphysiological systems [150].
Several strategies have been exploited throughout the years to add biomechanical
cues to OoC systems, ranging from testing specific ECM types with tunable characteris-
tics (e.g., biocompatibility, stiffness, porosity, and degradation rate) to the application of
shear stresses and active stretch/strain or compression forces using integrated flexible
membranes. These systems not only reproduce tissue biophysical forces but also allow
modulation of the intensity and duration of such forces. Marsano et al. pioneered the
design of a 3D microfluidic system, the so-called beating heart-on-chip, for the gener-
ation of mature and highly functional micro-engineered cardiac tissues. The device is
composed of an array of hanging posts, specifically designed to confine cell-laden gels
and allow stretching of the cell constructs when stimulated, and a pneumatic actuation
system to induce homogeneous uniaxial cyclic strain to the 3D cell constructs during
culture. The cell construct, constituted by human induced pluripotent stem cell-derived
cardiomyocytes (hiPSC CM) embedded within an artificial ECM made of fibrin gel, was
subjected to mechanical stimulation by cyclic strain following a specific pattern (10% uni-
axial strain, 1-Hz frequency). The mechanical stimulation was achieved using inflatable
micro-membranes located under the cell construct, exerting a micrometric displacement.
Interestingly, they were able to observe a cardiac-like morphology in the stimulated cells
and the expression of specific cardiac markers, suggesting successful conditioning. This
system demonstrates how biochemical cues can generate phenotypic changes and promote
cell differentiation [151]. However, the size of the off-chip actuation system could impact
sterility when used for long culturing periods.
The lack of non-invasive sensors to precisely evaluate in situ the key biomechanical
cues applied, as well as the mechanical properties of the devices developed, is a common
limitation among the OoC models designed so far. Since the ECM is of paramount impor-
tance in the differentiation and proliferation of normal cells as well as in the progression
of diseases such as cancer, sensing systems able to measure ECM properties are needed.
Zareei et al. recently developed an ultrasonic platform that can assess ECM stiffness in
real time in a non-destructive fashion. The device is composed of a pair of millimeter-scale
ultrasonic transmitter and receiver transducers with the test medium placed between them.
The functional principle relies on the generation of an ultrasonic wave that passes through
the targeted material (e.g., ECM). On the other end, a piezoelectric receiver detects the
wave and generates a corresponding electric signal that carries the information regarding
the stiffness of the material. Such a system allows in situ stiffness assessment, evaluating
potential variations that can occur in the ECM in long-term culture applications. The au-
thors compared the robustness of the novel measuring systems with standard compression
tests, and the results showed an accuracy greater than 93% [152]. However, as underlined
by the authors, this platform suffers from some limitations, mainly related to the use of an
ultrasonic wave as the probe. Indeed, air bubbles entrapped in the ECM or heterogeneous
compounds impact the final measurements, causing distinct errors.
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Although the first OoC was developed during the last decade, these platforms are
considered “the future” of 3D culturing systems because their micrometric dimensions
allow for accurate control of the external and internal cell environment [153]. Furthermore,
they allow researchers to exploit diffusion phenomena and biochemical cues generated by
the cells themselves, reducing the gap between the model and in vivo conditions. Tradi-
tional in vitro models do not recapitulate an environment in which cells are surrounded
by a multitude of stimuli and each cue carries information. OoCs have been included
in the list of the top 10 emerging technologies in the World Economic Forum, but the
extensive expertise required to use them for a multidisciplinary approach is slowing down
their widespread usage in research [154]. The current necessity for high-throughput sys-
tems in drug screening and drug development in the pharmaceutical industry, together
with increasing ethical concerns regarding the use of animal models, have accelerated
the transition from 2D systems to 3D in vivo-like models, like OoC [41]. On-chip sensing
systems, the implementation of vasculature within the chips, and the recapitulation of
biomechanical cues are just some of the open challenges that need to be addressed by OoC
devices, but the promising results obtained so far are leading to the establishment of a new
standard in the life science field. Several research groups have started to investigate how
mechanical cues affect gene expression and how such inputs lead to phenotypic changes,
but there is still room for improvement, and numerous questions need to be addressed.
A better understanding of all these underlying details, coupled with epigenetic studies,
could pave the way for breakthrough findings in cancer research.
5. Conclusions
Tumor development is a dynamic process orchestrated by cellular crosstalk and inter-
action with the surrounding matrix in a 3D context. The complexity of these mechanisms
relies both on the number of players exchanging signals and the different nature of those
signals (biochemical, biological, and biophysical), which influence cancer cell fate. Under-
standing the key underlying changes happening during tumor initiation and progression is
necessary to develop efficient diagnostic methods and treatments. To achieve this goal, we
need to deconstruct complexity into simpler and more predictable systems. Widely used as
in vitro models, 2D culture systems fail at reproducing physiological conditions, leading
to experimental inconsistency, lack of reproducibility, and a very poor level of complexity.
To avoid inconclusive and misleading results, a third dimension was included in in vitro
models, sometimes coupled with the use of additional substrate material, which may or
may not be biologically active, as structural support for cell growth.
The first steps have been focused on the generation of multicellular spheroids that
allow the formation of a core with hypoxic and quiescent cells. Growing as independent
cellular aggregates, they mimic anticancer drug resistance compared to conventional
cultures [155] but fail to reproduce cancer–environment interactions. In this framework,
ECM components have been introduced to expose cells to appropriate physical, chemical,
and mechanical cues. These cultures have reported significant phenotypic and behavioral
differences between normal and metastatic epithelial cells.
Different materials are exploited to model different tumor stages. Collagen, Matrigel,
and hyaluronic acid materials have been the most common natural materials used for
modeling and studying both primary and invasive tumors; as platforms to mimic either
the processes like ECM degradation, migration, and the epithelial–mesenchymal transition;
and the advanced process of intravasation, extravasation, and metastasis through the
mesenchymal–epithelial transition (MET). Synthetic polymers, such as PEG or nanofiber
scaffolds (RAD16-I) functionalized with adhesive/recognition sites for integrin binding or
protease degradation, are also useful to study the effect of tumors on ECM [156]. Perhaps
the most exciting developments have been the recent OoC methods, which allow for the
construction of connected chambers that mimic different organ compartments, for example,
liver ducts and blood vasculature [157]. Tumor-on-chip platforms have been designed to
recreate controllable culture environments, mainly to investigate the blood circulation, drug
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delivery, intravasation, and extravasation processes occurring during tumor progression.
Unfortunately, the extensive user training required for multistep fabrication, specific set-up
equipment, small-volume culture and staining protocols, and difficulties in recovering
seeded cells for further characterization represent a few of the disadvantages of using
such platforms.
Overall, 3D cultures could represent a highly informative and effective model to
optimize drug candidates, mimicking native tissue distribution, and reduce animal testing,
improving cost-effectiveness and avoiding ethical concerns. To this aim, 3D models need to
gain high-throughput applicability, simple and standardized culture protocols and analysis
techniques, and high-resolution imaging (Figure 2).
Indeed, many microscopy techniques can only be applied to imaging transparent
matrix gels. More advanced analysis approaches need to be developed and applied for non-
transparent scaffolds. Furthermore, 3D microenvironments lack vasculature and hence both
nutrient supply and the normal transport of small molecules; unlike continuous in vivo
models, they mimic static or short-term conditions and do not model interactions with other
cell types or the influence of the latter upon the culture. Related to this, and fundamental
to mimic a living tissue and a more natural ECM secretion, is the inclusion of cell types
such as fibroblasts, endothelial cells, and mesenchymal stem cells in coculture with cancer
cells to enable the production of endogenous ECM by the stromal cells. Furthermore, the
inclusion of primary patient-derived cells will enable the development of more accurate 3D
models, retaining the patient and tumor characteristics and more appropriately reflecting
tumor heterogeneity in the population [158]. Interestingly, biobanks of patient-derived
3D cancer models could refine our understanding of interpatient as well as intrapatient
heterogeneity, paving the way for personalized cancer therapies.
Finally, matrix chemical composition and physical properties should be optimized
with reference to natural tissue properties. Three-dimensional system design should
progress to highly resemble the tissue being studied in order to fill the gap between in vitro
and in vivo models. A good 3D platform will evaluate the efficacy of anticancer agents,
discover potential target genes for therapy, and reveal signaling pathways relevant for
tumor progression.
We explored different 3D culture techniques in this review, showing their potential in
the study of mechanosensing, although the selection of one model over another is highly
contextual and depends on the studied biological questions (Figure 2).
6. Future Directions
Cancer models span from uni-/multicellular spheroids, cancer-on-a-chip, organotypic
slices of cancer tissues, and hydrogel- and scaffold-based systems to self-assembly (no
exogenous scaffold needed) techniques (Figure 2). Although many questions and hur-
dles remain about 3D models’ accessibility, reproducibility, and integrity, increasing the
complexity of the TME represents one of the next important challenges in the field. The mul-
ticellularity required to model this environment necessitates the incorporation of stromal
cells and immune cells together with a vascular/lymphatic network simulating dynamic
blood flow and providing mechanical signals regulating tumor development and function.
The future of medicine appears to be precision and personalized medicine. Precision
medicine approaches patient care on the basis of a genetic understanding of their disease
(e.g., blood transfusion according to blood typing and autologous grafting), targeting
specific disease variants. Personalized medicine focuses on providing patient-tailored
therapies. In this framework, patient-based 3D models display unique features as a result
of the cell donor’s genetic and epigenetic backgrounds, lifestyle, and medical history, so
the models can be used to evaluate drug efficacy and responses as a precision medicine
approach.
The inclusion of 3D model systems in bioreactors will provide close control and
monitoring of the environment (e.g., temperature, pH, nutrient supply, and waste removal),
together with higher reproducibility and automation. Media flow systems will allow for
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circulation of nutrients, removal of wastes, and homogeneity of the environment within the
reactor, ideal for high-volume cell production and ex vivo tissue engineering applications.
Alongside bioreactors, progresses in 3D bio-printing will improve the diversity, fidelity,
and capacity of 3D culture models in cancer research. Three-dimensional bio-printing
techniques can generate geometric constructs containing viable cells but can also simplify
high-throughput applications with precise reproducibility [159].
Sometimes, the scaffold itself can be an innovative therapeutic strategy. The concept
of creating an artificial niche can be integrated with the potential to capture tumor cells
actively disseminating in the peritoneal cavity to create a therapeutic strategy modulating
the interactions of metastatic cells with the ECM. This idea was tested with the aim
of transforming a disseminated disease into a focal disease. Researchers developed a
“biomimetic” ECM composed of a non-resorbable 3D scaffold with collagen coating on
different murine preclinical models of advanced ovarian cancer, showing the possibility to
control peritoneal carcinomatosis upon primary ovarian debulking surgery and to expand
the percentage of patients who are candidates for second rescue surgeries at the time of
relapse [160].
Furthermore, investigations into these systems will provide new insight into the
tumor matrix, creating a common ground to tackle solid cancers, reconfiguring the cancer
matrisome while identifying new matrix-related targets for drug delivery to the tumor
site. Finally, 3D culture systems paired with patient-derived xenografts or patient-derived
organoids could represent a clinically relevant platform toward truly personalized research,
therapies, and drug development for cancer patients [161].
Overall, these platforms represent a novel, reliable preclinical patient-specific plat-
form to bridge the gap between in vitro and in vivo drug testing assays, providing pre-
clinical evaluation of drug cytotoxicity, efficacy, and efficiency for effective cancer treat-
ment [162–169]. In nanomedicine, these models can be used to study nanoparticle drug
delivery, mechanical modulation and imaging, ECM–nanoparticle interactions, nanoparti-
cle diffusion in the ECM, and which cell types internalize the nanoparticles [170–172].
Not only cancer research but also fields such as regenerative medicine will benefit
from the use of different 3D biomaterials to effectively support cell culture, improve cell
transplantation, and as platforms for drug research on drug screening [173].
Three-dimensional cell culture approaches hold great promise for various purposes,
ranging from disease modeling to drug discovery and cancer-targeted therapy. With all
the advantages of 3D monoculture and coculture systems, the insights they provide will
increase our understanding of the tumor micro-milieu while developing and testing new
cancer therapies in vitro, attacking two possible targets: the tumor cell and its environment.
Funding: Celtic Advanced Life Science Innovation Network, an Ireland Wales 2014–2020 programme
part funded by the European Regional Development Fund through the Welsh Government.
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75. Deptuła, P.; Łysik, D.; Pogoda, K.; Cieśluk, M.; Namiot, A.; Mystkowska, J.; Król, G.; Głuszek, S.; Janmey, P.A.; Bucki, R. Tissue
rheology as a possible complementary procedure to advance histological diagnosis of colon cancer. ACS Biomater. Sci. Eng. 2020,
6, 5620–5631. [CrossRef]
76. Weiswald, L.-B.; Bellet, D.; Dangles-Marie, V. Spherical cancer models in tumor biology. Neoplasia 2015, 17, 1–15. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
77. Kim, S.; Kim, E.M.; Yamamoto, M.; Park, H.; Shin, H. Engineering multi-cellular spheroids for tissue engineering and regenerative
medicine. Adv. Health Mater. 2020, 9, 2000608. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
78. Rodrigues, T.; Kundu, B.; Silva-Correia, J.; Kundu, S.; Oliveira, J.M.; Reis, R.L.; Correlo, V.M. Emerging tumor spheroids
technologies for 3D In Vitro cancer modeling. Pharmacol. Ther. 2018, 184, 201–211. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 10098 19 of 22
79. Lin, R.Z.; Chang, H.Y. Recent advances in three-dimensional multicellular spheroid culture for biomedical research. Biotechnol. J.
2008, 3, 1172–1184. [CrossRef]
80. Singh, S.K.; Abbas, S.; Saxena, A.K.; Tiwari, S.; Sharma, L.K.; Tiwari, M. Critical role of three-dimensional tumorsphere size on
experimental outcome. BioTechniques 2020, 69, 333–338. [CrossRef]
81. Lee, J.M.; Park, D.Y.; Yang, L.; Kim, E.-J.; Ahrberg, C.D.; Lee, K.-B.; Chung, B.G. Generation of uniform-sized multicellular tumor
spheroids using hydrogel microwells for advanced drug screening. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 17145. [CrossRef]
82. Rouwkema, J.; Koopman, B.F.; Blitterswijk, C.A.V.; Dhert, W.J.; Malda, J. Supply of nutrients to cells in engineered tissues.
Biotechnol. Genet. Eng. Rev. 2010, 26, 163–178.
83. Rademakers, T.; Horvath, J.M.; Van Blitterswijk, C.A.; Lapointe, V.L. Oxygen and nutrient delivery in tissue engineering:
Approaches to graft vascularization. J. Tissue Eng. Regen. Med. 2019, 13, 1815–1829. [CrossRef]
84. Malda, J.; Klein, T.J.; Upton, Z. The roles of hypoxia in the In Vitro engineering of tissues. Tissue Eng. 2007, 13, 2153–2162.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
85. Volkmer, E.; Drosse, I.; Otto, S.; Stangelmayer, A.; Stengele, M.; Kallukalam, B.C.; Mutschler, W.; Schieker, M. Hypoxia in static
and dynamic 3D culture systems for tissue engineering of bone. Tissue Eng. Part A 2008, 14, 1331–1340. [CrossRef]
86. Leek, R.; Grimes, D.R.; Harris, A.L.; McIntyre, A. Methods: Using three-dimensional culture (spheroids) as an In Vitro model of
tumour hypoxia. Adv. Exp. Med. Biol. 2016, 899, 167–196. [CrossRef]
87. Däster, S.; Amatruda, N.; Calabrese, D.; Ivanek, R.; Turrini, E.; Droeser, R.A.; Zajac, P.; Fimognari, C.; Spagnoli, G.C.; Iezzi, G.;
et al. Induction of hypoxia and necrosis in multicellular tumor spheroids is associated with resistance to chemotherapy treatment.
Oncotarget 2016, 8, 1725–1736. [CrossRef]
88. Riffle, S.; Hegde, R.S. Modeling tumor cell adaptations to hypoxia in multicellular tumor spheroids. J. Exp. Clin. Cancer Res. 2017,
36, 102. [CrossRef]
89. L’Espérance, S.; Bachvarova, M.; Tetu, B.; Mes-Masson, A.-M.; Bachvarov, D. Global gene expression analysis of early response to
chemotherapy treatment in ovarian cancer spheroids. BMC Genom. 2008, 9, 99. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
90. Tofani, L.B.; Abriata, J.P.; Luiz, M.T.; Marchetti, J.M.; Swiech, K. Establishment and characterization of an in vitro 3D ovarian
cancer model for drug screening assays. Biotechnol. Prog. 2020, 36, e3034. [CrossRef]
91. Linxweiler, J.; Hammer, M.; Muhs, S.; Kohn, M.; Pryalukhin, A.; Veith, C.; Bohle, R.M.; Stöckle, M.; Junker, K.; Saar, M. Patient-
derived, three-dimensional spheroid cultures provide a versatile translational model for the study of organ-confined prostate
cancer. J. Cancer Res. Clin. Oncol. 2018, 145, 551–559. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
92. Jaiswal, D.; Cowley, N.; Bian, Z.; Zheng, G.; Claffey, K.P.; Hoshino, K. Stiffness analysis of 3D spheroids using microtweezers.
PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0188346. [CrossRef]
93. Dolega, M.E.; Delarue, M.; Ingremeau, F.; Prost, J.; Delon, A.; Cappello, G. Cell-like pressure sensors reveal increase of mechanical
stress towards the core of multicellular spheroids under compression. Nat. Commun. 2017, 8, 14056. [CrossRef]
94. Lee, W.; Kalashnikov, N.; Mok, S.; Halaoui, R.; Kuzmin, E.; Putnam, A.J.; Takayama, S.; Park, M.; McCaffrey, L.; Zhao, R.; et al.
Dispersible hydrogel force sensors reveal patterns of solid mechanical stress in multicellular spheroid cultures. Nat. Commun.
2019, 10, 114. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
95. Helmlinger, G.; Netti, P.; Lichtenbeld, H.C.; Melder, R.J.; Jain, R.K. Solid stress inhibits the growth of multicellular tumor
spheroids. Nat. Biotechnol. 1997, 15, 778–783. [CrossRef]
96. Cheng, G.; Tse, J.; Jain, R.K.; Munn, L.L. Micro-Environmental mechanical stress controls tumor spheroid size and morphology by
suppressing proliferation and inducing apoptosis in cancer cells. PLoS ONE 2009, 4, e4632. [CrossRef]
97. McKenzie, A.J.; Hicks, S.R.; Svec, K.V.; Naughton, H.; Edmunds, Z.L.; Howe, A.K. The mechanical microenvironment regulates
ovarian cancer cell morphology, migration, and spheroid disaggregation. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 7228. [CrossRef]
98. Paullin, T.; Powell, C.; Menzie, C.; Hill, R.; Cheng, F.; Martyniuk, C.J.; Westerheide, S.D. Spheroid growth in ovarian cancer alters
transcriptome responses for stress pathways and epigenetic responses. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0182930. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
99. Kunz-Schughart, L.A.; Freyer, J.P.; Hofstaedter, F.; Ebner, R. The use of 3-D cultures for high-throughput screening: The
multicellular spheroid model. J. Biomol. Screen. 2004, 9, 273–285. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
100. Fang, Y.; Eglen, R.M. Three-Dimensional cell cultures in drug discovery and development. SLAS Discov. Adv. Life Sci. R&D 2017,
22, 456–472.
101. Cui, X.; Hartanto, Y.; Zhang, H. Advances in multicellular spheroids formation. J. R. Soc. Interface 2017, 14, 20160877. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
102. Tan, B.; Huang, L.; Wu, Y.; Liao, J. Advances and trends of hydrogel therapy platform in localized tumor treatment: A review. J.
Biomed. Mater. Res. Part A 2020, 109, 404–425. [CrossRef]
103. Park, K.M.; Lewis, D.; Gerecht, S. Bioinspired hydrogels to engineer cancer microenvironments. Annu. Rev. Biomed. Eng. 2017, 19,
109–133. [CrossRef]
104. Kumar, S.; Bajaj, A. Advances in self-assembled injectable hydrogels for cancer therapy. Biomater. Sci. 2020, 8, 2055–2073.
[CrossRef]
105. Zhu, Y.; Zhang, Q.; Shi, X.; Han, D. Hierarchical hydrogel composite interfaces with robust mechanical properties for biomedical
applications. Adv. Mater. 2019, 31, e1804950. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
106. Tse, J.R.; Engler, A.J. Preparation of hydrogel substrates with tunable mechanical properties. Curr. Protoc. Cell Biol. 2010, 47, 10–16.
[CrossRef]
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 10098 20 of 22
107. Caliari, S.; Burdick, J.A. A practical guide to hydrogels for cell culture. Nat. Methods 2016, 13, 405–414. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
108. Catoira, M.C.; Fusaro, L.; Di Francesco, D.; Ramella, M.; Boccafoschi, F. Overview of natural hydrogels for regenerative medicine
applications. J. Mater. Sci. Mater. Med. 2019, 30, 115. [CrossRef]
109. Wichterle, O.; Lím, D. Hydrophilic gels for biological use. Nature 1960, 185, 117–118. [CrossRef]
110. Zhu, J.; Marchant, R.E. Design properties of hydrogel tissue-engineering scaffolds. Expert Rev. Med Devices 2011, 8, 607–626.
[CrossRef]
111. Zhu, J. Bioactive modification of poly(ethylene glycol) hydrogels for tissue engineering. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 4639–4656.
[CrossRef]
112. Tibbitt, M.W.; Anseth, K.S. Hydrogels as extracellular matrix mimics for 3D cell culture. Biotechnol. Bioeng. 2009, 103, 655–663.
[CrossRef]
113. Li, X.; Sun, Q.; Li, Q.; Kawazoe, N.; Chen, G. Functional hydrogels with tunable structures and properties for tissue engineering
applications. Front. Chem. 2018, 6, 499. [CrossRef]
114. Oyen, M.L. Mechanical characterisation of hydrogel materials. Int. Mater. Rev. 2013, 59, 44–59. [CrossRef]
115. Liang, Y.; Jeong, J.; DeVolder, R.J.; Cha, C.; Wang, F.; Tong, Y.W.; Kong, H. A cell-instructive hydrogel to regulate malignancy of
3D tumor spheroids with matrix rigidity. Biomaterials 2011, 32, 9308–9315. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
116. Wisdom, K.M.; Adebowale, K.; Chang, J.; Lee, J.Y.; Nam, S.; Desai, R.; Rossen, N.S.; Rafat, M.; West, R.B.; Hodgson, L.; et al.
Matrix mechanical plasticity regulates cancer cell migration through confining microenvironments. Nat. Commun. 2018, 9, 4114.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
117. Wang, P.; Dreger, M.; Madrazo, E.; Williams, C.J.; Samaniego, R.; Hodson, N.W.; Monroy, F.; Baena, E.; Sánchez-Mateos, P.;
Hurlstone, A.; et al. WDR5 modulates cell motility and morphology and controls nuclear changes induced by a 3D environment.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2018, 115, 8581–8586. [CrossRef]
118. Li, Y.; Khuu, N.; Prince, E.; Tao, H.; Zhang, N.; Chen, Z.; Gevorkian, A.; McGuigan, A.P.; Kumacheva, E. Matrix stiffness-regulated
growth of breast tumor spheroids and their response to chemotherapy. Biomacromolecules 2020, 22, 419–429. [CrossRef]
119. Sokol, E.S.; Miller, D.H.; Breggia, A.; Spencer, K.C.; Arendt, L.M.; Gupta, P.B. Growth of human breast tissues from patient cells in
3D hydrogel scaffolds. Breast Cancer Res. 2016, 18, 19. [CrossRef]
120. Xu, X.; Farach-Carson, M.; Jia, X. Three-Dimensional in vitro tumor models for cancer research and drug evaluation. Biotechnol.
Adv. 2014, 32, 1256–1268. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
121. Huang, C.; Wu, X.-F.; Wang, X.-L. Trichostatin a inhibits phenotypic transition and induces apoptosis of the TAF-treated normal
colonic epithelial cells through regulation of TGF-β pathway. Int. J. Biochem. Cell Biol. 2019, 114, 105565. [CrossRef]
122. Ruan, H.; Hu, Q.; Wen, D.; Chen, Q.; Chen, G.; Lu, Y.; Wang, J.; Cheng, H.; Lu, W.; Gu, Z. A dual-bioresponsive drug-delivery
depot for combination of epigenetic modulation and immune checkpoint blockade. Adv. Mater. 2019, 31, e1806957. [CrossRef]
123. Mok, S.; Al Habyan, S.; Ledoux, C.; Lee, W.; MacDonald, K.N.; McCaffrey, L.; Moraes, C. Mapping cellular-scale internal
mechanics in 3D tissues with thermally responsive hydrogel probes. Nat. Commun. 2020, 11, 4757. [CrossRef]
124. Onfroy-Roy, L.; Hamel, D.; Foncy, J.; Malaquin, L.; Ferrand, A. Extracellular matrix mechanical properties and regulation of the
intestinal stem cells: When mechanics control fate. Cells 2020, 9, 2629. [CrossRef]
125. Lu, T.; Li, Y.; Chen, T. Techniques for fabrication and construction of three-dimensional scaffolds for tissue engineering. Int. J.
Nanomed. 2013, 8, 337–350. [CrossRef]
126. Paradiso, F.; Fitzgerald, J.; Yao, S.; Barry, F.; Taraballi, F.; Gonzalez, D.; Conlan, R.S.; Francis, L. Marine collagen substrates for 2D
and 3D ovarian cancer cell systems. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2019, 7, 343. [CrossRef]
127. Chan, B.P.; Leong, K. Scaffolding in tissue engineering: General approaches and tissue-specific considerations. Eur. Spine J. 2008,
17, 467–479. [CrossRef]
128. Karami, D.; Richbourg, N.; Sikavitsas, V. Dynamic In Vitro models for tumor tissue engineering. Cancer Lett. 2019, 449, 178–185.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
129. Sergio, S.; Coluccia, A.M.L.; Lemma, E.D.; Spagnolo, B.; Vergara, D.; Maffia, M.; De Vittorio, M.; Pisanello, F. 3D-
microenvironments initiate TCF4 expression rescuing nuclear β-catenin activity in MCF-7 breast cancer cells. Acta Biomater. 2020,
103, 153–164. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
130. Balachander, G.M.; Balaji, S.A.; Rangarajan, A.; Chatterjee, K. Enhanced metastatic potential in a 3D tissue scaffold toward a
comprehensive In Vitro model for breast cancer metastasis. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2015, 7, 27810–27822. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
131. Hayn, A.; Fischer, T.; Mierke, C.T. Inhomogeneities in 3D collagen matrices impact matrix mechanics and cancer cell migration.
Front. Cell Dev. Biol. 2020, 8, 593879. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
132. Liverani, C.; Mercatali, L.; Cristofolini, L.; Giordano, E.; Minardi, S.; Della Porta, G.; De Vita, A.; Miserocchi, G.; Spadazzi, C.;
Tasciotti, E.; et al. Investigating the mechanobiology of cancer cell–ecm interaction through collagen-based 3D scaffolds. Cell. Mol.
Bioeng. 2017, 10, 223–234. [CrossRef]
133. Sapudom, J.; Kalbitzer, L.; Wu, X.; Martin, S.; Kroy, K.; Pompe, T. Fibril bending stiffness of 3D collagen matrices instructs
spreading and clustering of invasive and non-invasive breast cancer cells. Biomaterials 2018, 193, 47–57. [CrossRef]
134. Lancaster, M.A.; Huch, M. Disease modelling in human organoids. Dis. Model. Mech. 2019, 12, dmm039347. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
135. Drost, J.; Clevers, H. Organoids in cancer research. Nat. Rev. Cancer 2018, 18, 407–418. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
136. Rossi, G.; Manfrin, A.; Lutolf, M.P. Progress and potential in organoid research. Nat. Rev. Genet. 2018, 19, 671–687. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 10098 21 of 22
137. Devarasetty, M.; Forsythe, S.; Shelkey, E.; Soker, S. In Vitro modeling of the tumor microenvironment in tumor organoids. Tissue
Eng. Regen. Med. 2020, 17, 759–771. [CrossRef]
138. Tuveson, D.; Clevers, H. Cancer modeling meets human organoid technology. Science 2019, 364, 952–955. [CrossRef]
139. Simian, M.; Bissell, M.J. Organoids: A historical perspective of thinking in three dimensions. J. Cell Biol. 2016, 216, 31–40.
[CrossRef]
140. Fattah, A.R.A.; Ranga, A. Nanoparticles as versatile tools for mechanotransduction in tissues and organoids. Front. Bioeng.
Biotechnol. 2020, 8, 240. [CrossRef]
141. Abdeen, A.; Lee, J.; Bharadwaj, N.A.; Ewoldt, R.; Kilian, K.A. Temporal modulation of stem cell activity using magnetoactive
hydrogels. Adv. Health Mater. 2016, 5, 2536–2544. [CrossRef]
142. Gjorevski, N.; Sachs, N.; Manfrin, A.; Giger, S.; Bragina, M.E.; Ordóñez-Morán, P.; Clevers, N.S.H.; Lutolf, M.P. Designer matrices
for intestinal stem cell and organoid culture. Nature 2016, 539, 560–564. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
143. Hushka, E.A.; Yavitt, F.M.; Brown, T.E.; Dempsey, P.J.; Anseth, K.S. Relaxation of extracellular matrix forces directs crypt formation
and architecture in intestinal organoids. Adv. Healthc. Mater. 2020, 9, e1901214. [CrossRef]
144. Kim, J.; Koo, B.-K.; Knoblich, J.A. Human organoids: Model systems for human biology and medicine. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol.
2020, 21, 571–584. [CrossRef]
145. Whitesides, G.M. The origins and the future of microfluidics. Nat. Cell Biol. 2006, 442, 368–373. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
146. Sackmann, A.F.; Fulton, A.L.; Beebe, D.J. The present and future role of microfluidics in biomedical research. Nat. Cell Biol. 2014,
507, 181–189. [CrossRef]
147. Benam, K.H.; Mazur, M.; Choe, Y.; Ferrante, T.C.; Novak, R.; Ingber, D.E. Human lung small airway-on-a-chip protocol. In 3D Cell
Culture; Humana Press: New York, NY, USA, 2017; Volume 1612, pp. 345–365. [CrossRef]
148. Rejniak, K.A.; Estrella, V.; Chen, T.; Cohen, A.S.; Lloyd, M.C.; Morse, D.L. The role of tumor tissue architecture in treatment
penetration and efficacy: An integrative study. Front. Oncol. 2013, 3, 111. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
149. Liu, T.; Lin, B.; Qin, J. Carcinoma-Associated fibroblasts promoted tumor spheroid invasion on a microfluidic 3D co-culture
device. Lab Chip 2010, 10, 1671–1677. [CrossRef]
150. Ergir, E.; Bachmann, B.; Redl, H.; Forte, G.; Ertl, P. Small force, big impact: Next generation organ-on-a-chip systems incorporating
biomechanical cues. Front. Physiol. 2018, 9, 1417. [CrossRef]
151. Marsano, A.; Conficconi, C.; Lemme, M.; Occhetta, P.; Gaudiello, E.; Votta, E.; Cerino, G.; Redaelli, A.; Rasponi, M. Beating heart
on a chip: A novel microfluidic platform to generate functional 3D cardiac microtissues. Lab Chip 2015, 16, 599–610. [CrossRef]
152. Zareei, A.; Jiang, H.; Chittiboyina, S.; Zhou, J.; Marin, B.P.; Lelièvre, S.A.; Rahimi, R. A lab-on-chip ultrasonic platform for
real-time and nondestructive assessment of extracellular matrix stiffness. Lab Chip 2020, 20, 778–788. [CrossRef]
153. Ahadian, S.; Civitarese, R.; Bannerman, D.; Mohammadi, M.H.; Lu, R.; Wang, E.; Davenport-Huyer, L.; Lai, B.; Zhang, B.; Zhao,
Y.; et al. Organ-on-a-chip platforms: A convergence of advanced materials, cells, and microscale technologies. Adv. Healthc. Mater.
2018, 7, 1700506. [CrossRef]
154. Wu, Q.; Liu, J.; Wang, X.; Feng, L.; Wu, J.; Zhu, X.; Wen, W.; Gong, X. Organ-on-a-chip: Recent breakthroughs and future prospects.
Biomed. Eng. Online 2020, 19, 9. [CrossRef]
155. Sutherland, R.M.; McCredie, J.A.; Inch, W.R. Growth of multicell spheroids in tissue culture as a model of nodular carcinomas2. J.
Natl. Cancer Inst. 1971, 46, 113–120. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
156. Alemany-Ribes, M.; Semino, C.E. Bioengineering 3D environments for cancer models. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 2014, 79–80, 40–49.
[CrossRef]
157. Huh, D.; Hamilton, G.A.; Ingber, D.E. From 3D cell culture to organs-on-chips. Trends Cell Biol. 2011, 21, 745–754. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
158. Roy, V.; Magne, B.; Vaillancourt-Audet, M.; Blais, M.; Chabaud, S.; Grammond, E.; Piquet, L.; Fradette, J.; Laverdière, I.; Moulin,
V.J.; et al. Human organ-specific 3D cancer models produced by the stromal self-assembly method of tissue engineering for the
study of solid tumors. BioMed Res. Int. 2020, 2020, 6051210. [CrossRef]
159. Pati, F.; Gantelius, J.; Svahn, H.A. 3D bioprinting of tissue/organ models. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2016, 55, 4650–4665. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
160. Alonso-Alconada, L.; de la Fuente, A.; Santacana, M.; Ferreiros, A.; Lopez-Lopez, R.; Matias-Guiu, X.; Abal, M. Biomimetic device
and foreign body reaction cooperate for efficient tumour cell capture in murine advanced ovarian cancer. Dis. Model. Mech. 2020,
13, dmm043653. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
161. Fong, E.L.S.; Toh, T.B.; Yu, H.; Chow, E. 3D culture as a clinically relevant model for personalized medicine. SLAS Technol. Transl.
Life Sci. Innov. 2017, 22, 245–253. [CrossRef]
162. Sensi, F.; D’Angelo, E.; Piccoli, M.; Pavan, P.; Mastrotto, F.; Caliceti, P.; Biccari, A.; Corallo, D.; Urbani, L.; Fassan, M.; et al.
Recellularized colorectal cancer patient-derived scaffolds as In Vitro pre-clinical 3D model for drug screening. Cancers 2020, 12,
681. [CrossRef]
163. D’Angelo, E.; Natarajan, D.; Sensi, F.; Ajayi, O.; Fassan, M.; Mammano, E.; Pilati, P.; Pavan, P.; Bresolin, S.; Preziosi, M.; et al.
Patient-Derived scaffolds of colorectal cancer metastases as an organotypic 3D model of the liver metastatic microenvironment.
Cancers 2020, 12, 364. [CrossRef]
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 10098 22 of 22
164. Piccoli, M.; D’Angelo, E.; Crotti, S.; Sensi, F.; Urbani, L.; Maghin, E.; Burns, A.; De Coppi, P.; Fassan, M.; Rugge, M.; et al.
Decellularized colorectal cancer matrix as bioactive microenvironment for in vitro 3D cancer research. J. Cell. Physiol. 2017, 233,
5937–5948. [CrossRef]
165. Agarwal, T.; Rustagi, A.; Das, J.; Maiti, T.K. PAMAM dendrimer grafted cellulose paper scaffolds as a novel in vitro 3D liver
model for drug screening applications. Colloids Surf. B Biointerfaces 2018, 172, 346–354. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
166. Candini, O.; Grisendi, G.; Foppiani, E.M.; Brogli, M.; Aramini, B.; Masciale, V.; Spano, C.; Petrachi, T.; Veronesi, E.; Conte, P.; et al.
A novel 3D In Vitro platform for pre-clinical investigations in drug testing, gene therapy, and immuno-oncology. Sci. Rep. 2019, 9,
7154. [CrossRef]
167. Brancato, V.; Oliveira, J.M.; Correlo, V.M.; Reis, R.L.; Kundu, S.C. Could 3D models of cancer enhance drug screening? Biomaterials
2020, 232, 119744. [CrossRef]
168. Booij, T.H.; Price, L.S.; Danen, E.H.J. 3D cell-based assays for drug screens: Challenges in imaging, image analysis, and
high-content analysis. SLAS Discov. Adv. Life Sci. R&D 2019, 24, 615–627. [CrossRef]
169. Augustine, R.; Kalva, S.N.; Ahmad, R.; Zahid, A.A.; Hasan, S.; Nayeem, A.; McClements, L.; Hasan, A. 3D Bioprinted cancer
models: Revolutionizing personalized cancer therapy. Transl. Oncol. 2021, 14, 101015. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
170. Van Zundert, I.; Fortuni, B.; Rocha, S. From 2D to 3D cancer cell models—The enigmas of drug delivery research. Nanomaterials
2020, 10, 2236. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
171. Nii, T.; Makino, K.; Tabata, Y. Three-Dimensional culture system of cancer cells combined with biomaterials for drug screening.
Cancers 2020, 12, 2754. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
172. Yang, M.; Li, J.; Gu, P.; Fan, X. The application of nanoparticles in cancer immunotherapy: Targeting tumor microenvironment.
Bioact. Mater. 2020, 6, 1973–1987. [CrossRef]
173. Nii, T.; Katayama, Y. Biomaterial-Assisted regenerative medicine. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 8657. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
